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An evaluation of the HOPE {Home-Oriented Preschool 
Education) Training Package for home visitors (paraprofessionai 
educators) ,was perfori^d* ,The home visitor is pne part of the . 
three-wayn-hooe, gtoup, television — integrated instruction program 
beiiag* developed by the Appalachian Educational laboratory for the 
education of preschoolers. The preservice portion of the HOPE package 
consists of five modules and was administered at^ f our different sites 
to 101 trainees. The evaluation cpnsisted . of ab^ervatipo, a 
Curriculu* Specific Tesft:^ (CST) witb^five parts corresppnding tp the 
five modules of the training program, the Minnesota Teacbefi Attitude 
Inventory, a posttraining gue^tioiinaire, and ^' training module • 
guestionnaft.e. No significant ' Results wre reported for the attitude 
inventory excep't for a cdrrelation with the CST. Some differences 
between sites on the CST were reported and generally all sites showed 
significant pre-post gai;ns* The.guestionnaires provided information 
on the relative ^^f ectiven.ess of the modules and the general 
acceptability of the program. (WH) ' ' ' 
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Introduction 



The Marketable Preschool Education I^rogram (MPEPl , being developed by 
the Appalachi a. Educational Laboratory (AEL) , is a^thre^«^ay integrated 
approach to education for three-, four-r, and five-year-bid chiidren. it /. 
ihcl.udes the use of home instruction^ grou|^ instruction, and televised 
instruction, • ' ^ . ^ 

The first component involves ^ trained paraprbfessional who'goes to 
the ^)ome of each child in an assigned region once a week to deliver materials 
and supplies which are to be shared by the diild and parent. This home visi- 
tor also spends time with^both the child and ^ arent iVi. learning activities 
which benefit the child and, .depending on the needs of the child arid parent, 
spends ti^me in discussion vith the parent in an attempt to foster positive 
interactions with the child and to enable the parent to perform in an effective 
ins tructional /!ro\e. ■ ' ' 

^ The second component involves group interaction. Once each week the 
child attends a two-hour session in a group ' setting with peers in a mobile 
classroom br convenient fixed location. Activities pVesonted by a trained 
professional teacher .are based on the objectives for the total program and 

< . ' : • ' " ' 

^s^rve' to initiate supervised social interaction ofchiLuren in small groups^' 
These group activ.ities reinforce material presented in the t^elevised le.sscns 
and complement the efforts at home**of parents and -visiting paraprof essionals. ' 

- ' ■ . ■ . ■ ' M 

The third component involves televised instruction. It is used to ini- 
.tiate ba^ic skill instruction, encourage' *the desire for learning, and- provide 
' fiew experiences for young children. Each d^sson is 30 minutes, long and the^ 
less6ns^ar^ broadcast into the children's homes five days, a week. Since the 

> • V '■ ■ ■ . ' > ■ > ■ 

lessons are based on behavioral objectives, the omphasis i^ on attainmrint 
through entertaining pr9gram content,. ' ^ , ' 



-'Althcjugh each component is es|eptial, individually each conjponerit is 
not suf ficientT^to provide an adequate ^intervention program for preschool 
children. The MPE Program is designed to integrate the three components' 

ii>to a viable s,ystem of mutually cdfnplementary. relationstiips which is cost 

« ■ ■ ♦ ^ ' 

effective in the attainment of desireij, I^astiVig effects in the life of the 
child. The curriculum is planned and generated arfd then the strengths of^ 
each delivery mode are exploited , to .the fullest' and tl^ie covinterVailing 
weaknesses ^re effectively countered in the integrated MPE system/ 

The terminal objective of the MPE Program is to make available to rural 
children a preschdol education program whicH will: (a) utilize existing 
public 'and pfiva^te television transmission facilities to deliver the program; 
(b) - encourage multi~dis trict and multi-state planni\ig , funding, and imple*- 
mentc^-ti'on ; t (c) be more cost effective than the.»traditiohal classrcoii? approach; 
(d) make use of paraprofessionals ; and (e) ipvolve and assist the pareVit in. 
the instructiona?. role.^ - f 

To successfully implement such an inte^ated program requires !the U3e 
of paraprofession'als {home visitors) who have had training. in the various 

r 

<aspects of the program. The degree to which the training has been successful- 
will ultimately determine whether the program ha*s been successfully implemented 
and "the terminal objectives reached. " , ' 



Role of the Home Visitor 



on 



' The- .role, ^f the home visitor is mo'St accurately described' as/;a functi 

of the purposes of the weekly home visits and of tHe duties to be performed. 

/ * 



^ ^See Appendix J for a complete listing of previous evaluation reports 
which document this effectiveness. ' ' ' '» 



2;^ppaiachia Educational Laboratory , Inc. / Marketable Preschoo.l Education 
^ ' Program: Basic Program Plan . .Charleston, Wi Va. : AEL, ApAl, 1972. 
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The 'purposes of the weekly home visit are: 

1. To enlist t^ie participation of *the parent' directly * 

>■ .* *' * • " 

in the educational experiences of the child, 

. , ■ ■ . ,. > 

2. To support the parents in using their skills, kriowl-- 
edge^ and personal resources to effectively interact 
with the child to further the dignity and self- 

' respect of both parent and child. ' ' . 

3. To sustain th^^ interest and participation of the 
, parent and child in the program, , / . 

4. , To pj-j^vide materials related to* TV and to assist the 

parent in adapting, these materials to the individual 
» needs of the child. . ' . 

5. To assist the" parent in extending v.and reinforcing the 

.J ' 
\ child's, learning by using activities related to 

specific objectives. 

6. To'' observe and di^cus^ the needs of each child with 
the parent 'an5 to refer these needs to either the 
materials producti'on team, or unit team, whichever is 
appropriate. These referrals are to serve ^s a basis 
for planning' of lessons and activities. 

7. To provid3 the parent with information of community 

*. * 
»' , * 

resources and as^sist in obtaining services as needed. 

■* ' * " \ 

8. To. gather data for evaluation purposes. 

' The duties to3be performed by a home visitor include demonstrating 
through modeling certain basic technique3 that arc effective in teacher/ 
learner interactions. It shouId>be recognized that while the MPE Program 



IS built around the parent/child interaction, the teacher/learner labels 
must no^t be interpreted as adult/child. -.These roles can be reversed since 
the parent often learns from th6 child, ' ^ 

Home visitors also provide aind interpret basic resource material to 

' > . ■ • ■ , * 

U^e parent, e.g.i Parents' Guide , child activity materials, apd other 

resources as needed. They interpret the objectives of tY\e TV lessons and 

assist the parent in selecting appropriate learning experiences that serve' 

the needs of the individual <3iild. Home visitors serve as a resource to 

'Che parent in obtaining apd providing i^nformation about Available community 

resources that may be used for special needs the child or family may have 

* * ' 

and, if necessary, provide assistance in obtaining /these services.. ,Other 
duties include providing appropriate data to .eiUxer the materials, production 
team, unit teairi, or evaluatti^on^staf f , as well as participating in weekly 
planninq sessions with unit team staff members and attending inservice- 
sessions planned by supervising, staff . 

'4 

Purpose' of Study 

.# ■ . 

The pdrpose of this s^tudy was to docunient evidence regarding the 

effectiveness of a preservice training package which is a necessity for 

implementation of the MPE Program. The evidence included in this report 

is being Used by the developmenta,! staff to make revisions in the training 

ma^terials. , 

Description of Training Unit 
'Vhi' IlOPr: (flome-Oriented Preschool' Education) Training Package is .a 
group of materials dosiqnod to provide structure and content for trainincf 
paraprofcssional homo visiton^* The instructional content is modular in. 



form, with various sub-topics or components contained within each module. 
The components contain objectives to be taught, ^curriculum specific tests, 
teaching ins tructions , and nj^dia support suited to the topic* An instruc- 
tional text provides a reference for the trainees to use and add to as they 
work and is includ^ed in an expanding notebook rather than a regular textbook. 

Alth6ugh the paiiLJuL is the major focus of training, AEL cann^ot train 
parents directly and *so must utilize the hone visitor to transmit teaching 
techniques to , the home. . To facilitate parent change, a Parents' Notebook, 
similar to the Home Visitor Notebook, is planned for each parent. It con- 
tains basic tpaterials which are supplemented by the home visitor' throughout * 
the year. See Appendix A for an outline of topic .sections in these; two 
notebooks. 

The training sessions may ctlso include other personnel of the home- 
based program, such as teac'iers and program directors.* l^ile t^e ti:aining • 
materials are written specifically for home visitors, the topics of the 
modules are of interest to all the other personnel. Thus, the materials 
can be. used with the total staff Until specific modules are developed for 
staff other than home, visitors. 

Home visitor training is of two types--preservice and in$ervice. Pre- 
service training takes place before the working year begins and covers ten 
five-hour days and includes six preservLce modules. The titles of ^these ' 
preservice modules and an outline of the components within each will be 
found in Appendix B. The inservice modules follow the basic format of the 
}?rosorvice training but are designed to be of short duration (2-3 hours) 
and supplements the. preservice training. A list of inservice topics win ch 
have Been proposed is <jiven in Appendix C. * * "\ ^' " 



The training p*ackage reflects the needs and competencies of the home 

^ ' ' ' . ■ 

visitor. Thdse needs ai\d competencies were compiled by the jMPEP staff after 

perusing the ;^rese^rch literature, communicating with other projects involved 

in home-based programs, interacting with previous wpPE home visitors, and . * 

summarizing the MPEP. staff's experiences ♦ 

The preseirvice trainirtn during th^ d^ajtopmental period was done by 
training .teamfe from AEL.^ These teams consi^sted of at least two persons 
experienced in te^'ching adults and/or working with parents and children of 
preschool age. lr\ addition to the teaching team, an evaluator w^& present 
to gather data measuring t}>e effectiveness of the pres^ervice training. 

As was mentioned above, the maximum length of training was ten (10) 
days. The ultimate product of the field trials is a total package of teach- 
ing modules that include all materials a program would need to train the 
personnel for a home-based program. The «trair\er's directions are sufficiently 
detailed, materials (written and audiovisuals) adequately explicit, and the 
'evaluation amply 'con^prete to-make^'the package an intact training program. 
Each training module is seen as a conplete unit which can be utilized at 
the lodal level with little or no assistance from AEL. ♦ ' 

Evaluation Procedures 
The procedures used to evaluate the HOPE prototype hcxne visitor training 
package are deacribed below. A description of the training sites, tihe instru- 
mentation used in data collection, and the eval-uation design and analysis 
procedures are presented. ' , . 



"^J. Shively and F. Gregory. AEL HomQ Visitors' Per<:eptions of Their ' 
Roles . Charleston, W, Va. : Appalachia Educational Laboratory, Inc.; April, 
1973, * - . 



Description of Sites , , ^ 

In order to test training materials to establish t)ieir worthiness, , ' 

training sites were identified and then the materials were presented to 

personnel at those sites. To evaluate the HOPE training materials, four' 

■ . • ' t- 

sites in r latively rural settings were selected. < 

The first training site was located in Huntsville, Alabama. There were 
26 individuals who completed th<f total training oroaram which was conducted 
from September. 5vthroiigh,^eptember 14, 1973. Reports from the site indicated ' 
the trainees received training on health services in addition to the HOPE, 
training package^ They are currently using "Jthe HOPE model, funded through 
National Home Start as a demonstration site. 

The second training site was in^Gallipolis , Ohio, and was also conducted ' 
from September 5 through September 14, 1973, There j^^ere 12 individuals who 
completed/,the training program at this site. Reports from this site i.ndi- 
cated that the trainees received instructions on health services, nutrition,* 
onjij social services fj^om other sources. They are also using the HOPE model, ' 
funded through a variety of sources including the Appalachian Rjegional Corf- 
mission and Social Security. ^ • ^ 

' The third training site was in Warren County (Franklin) , 6hio, from 
September 18 through September 28, 1973. There were 14 trainees who completed 
the training at this site. The program being operated was the standard Head 
Start model. . . 

The fourth training sitewas held at California, Pennsylvania, from s 
October 2 through October 11, 1973. There were 54 trainees involved in the 
program at this site. There were three di fferent programs represented: (J) 
Armstrong County, (2) Washington County and Gxeen County, all using the Head 
'Start model, and (3) Pittsburgh , using a Home Start model. 

As mentioned previously, a few of the trainee^. enrolled in the training 
program were individuals who would not be going into the homes on a regular 



basis, i.e., as a hom.e visitor. Job titles of such pfe^rsons' involved in the 
training included group experience teacher, bus driver/aide/ nurse, social 
services cbordinator, bus drive r/custodiar), cook/nutrition aide, and project 
director. ; . • 

• , , ^ 

There were several procedures used for collecting data about the train-- 
ing pacXage, Three instruments were produced by the Research and Eva.luation 
Division at AEL, ,One instrument was a standardized, norm- referenced test 
produced and distributed by a commercial agency. On-site observation by 
evaluators was also used. These procedures are described below* 

Curriculum Specific Test . The Curriculum Specific Test (CST) / devised 
for the Home Visitor Training Package, was used to assess the level of attain- 
ment of specific 9b jectives included within each training module and to pro- 
vide overall information on pretraining, levels of attai;>ment on those same 
•areas • 

The CST is coiliposed of five subtests, cortesponding * to the. five modular 
areas of instruction * These subtests measure content areas in instruction, 
the' HOPE Process, use. of materials, child development e and workiuy with 

■ ■ ' ■ ' ■ ' ; ' ■ ^ ' ■ • ■ 

Others • A total score for the' test is derived by summing the individual 
subtest scores.' There are 44 possible points on the Instruction subtest, 
'27 on that on Working With Others^ 29 on 1::he HOPE Process, 24 .on Ifelping 
'Children Grow and Develop, cind 101 on Materials, giving a t?otal possible 
score of 225 items. ^ . 

It^ms for the CST^were taken directly' from the objectives for traininq, 
and each item on the test corresponds directly to a single activity witliin 
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an ob^jcctii/e . ' Howev.er, the QSJ loes not rrtea^Mre all .of t^he tAiining objec- ; 

_ - * •* » , ^ » ■ * 

, reives, but rather 'includes only those which were not directly assessTed as 
apart of * the' instruction. That is,* approximately .one-third, of the objectives* 
Were assessed directly^ by the training staff froih observation' ^df the trainees* 

f behavidxf, and' np test itemis.were created 'to measure attainment in those arfeas; 

An example such an objective, wc^iuld b 'llhe^trainee will succe&sfully coifi- , 

piete a publrc announcement and^ present it orally," / 

. A sdmj^i^ objective from the^' training whiqh could be included in the CST ' 
. , ■ "• ■ ■.. ; ■ ■ • ■ . ^ . .. ■ -X.. 

'i is: VThei trainees will identify two types* bf forms used in Jiome .visitation^ 

.^*d specify the cor'i;ect use of each*" /The corresponding -items on the CST^ 

\*ould theri^be:' "List two types 6f home vi^fit records arfq state the purpose 

; ■ ' - • - ' . ■ ' v. ^ I' ^ / ' 

of each." Thji^s, a'single objective .may •inclvid^v^more ,tn$ai one corresponding' 
item. . ' . - ^ . ^ ^ ' ^ / ' • * 

•-^ fhe content val|Ldity of the items thus derived is 'obvious and can be 

.assume,4 ^c be i^elativlly high since all objectives* were taught during train-' 
Ving, but predictive* and concurrent; validity 6f the^'CST have /et to be estab- 

' lifehed. Also^ because pf* the dxf^I^i^cul^y inherent^ in establishing specific ' 

. - ' '> ' ' - ' \' 

"reliability .figures for the curriculum spgci fic^rfst rumen t, no 9uch data are 

currently available. ^ . • t ' - " ' 

Minnesota Teache^ Attitude Invento ry / The Minnesorta TeaVher Attitude 
/Inventory (MTAI) is a measure iof teacher attitudes toward 'childreh>^ specif i- 
. cal^y aimed at assessing acceptance of phildren. 11; is composed of 150 items, 
selected from a pool of statements reflecting various attitudes of escperienced 
and inexperienced t,eachers • ^ " / 

The items selected_X?P^ the pool were ^hoseo empirically by their ability 
to discriminate between effective and ineffective teachers , as defined by . , 



• ' ■ » "■ ■ ■ ■ *■ 

supervisor and studdnt , ratings , as- well as- by indepehdefit observation and 
ratings . ^ ^ ^ , ^ 



The 150 items are of the force-choice type in which the examinee is \ ' 
told to rank each statement along a five-point scale, ranging frpm "strongly^ 
agree" through "Mndecided" to "strongly disagree". A typical statement from 
t>fe t^st mi.ght be "Children are toO' carefree, " - ^ 

strongly agree agree undecided disagree ' - . strongly disagree 

. ( ) ( ) ' { ). ' ( )' (J ' • 

I I ■ • . 

* . Peliabi'lity of ^the test^ as rjeasured by the split-half method^^is reppr^d^ 
as ranging from ,88 to .91. Test-retest and alternate fo.rp reliability fig- 
ures are not reported, , ' * 

' • ■ ^ ' r • ^ ■ ■ 

'Validation for the instrument has 'been established' for concurrent and ^ 
predictive* validity , with validation , (correlation) values ranging fiK)m . 35 , * 
tc .57 for experienced cmd inexperience^^ teachers. Coatent and construct 
validity has be^n established by the authors aj^d ■is^'re'porte^d in the manual. 

The MTAI. was used as a supplemental evaluation irtstrunyent for thb* jlOPE* 
Training Package. It was. given on a pre and post- test basis to all available 
trainees across the four sites ta assess any cnanges in attitude which may 
have, takert place as a result of training and for possible tise in follav-up 
studies of the trainees. \ « . 



Host- Training Questi6nncdre . - A Post-Training Questionnaire ^(PTQ) was. 



developed by AEL'^s Research and Evaluation Division. I'hi^ instrument (see 
Appendix E) was designed to elici't from the trainees their opinions about- 
the totai:* training program' that they had just coinpleted. These imt^rossionn 



W. Cook, C.^H. Leeds, & R. Callis. Minnesota Teacher Attitude ^nifen- 
tory Manual , l^w York: The Psychological Corporation, 1951. ^ 
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r and feelings about the trair\ing and materials pemit a revision of the program 
to be accomplished more accurately. ' 

mg 



, The' PTQ wgis administered to the trainees .at the end of the total trainir 
period. The PI^ contained nine itemsr^st^ with subparts to -^hich the 



trainees were asked^t;^©. respond. . The .items idea It with ^the various components 
and (1) their relationship to Y\eed§' of a home visitor, (^) their degre^ of 
mterpretabiltty and understanding, (3) their immediate or future implemen- 
. tation at use potential, and (4) th,eir relevance 'for ;continued inclusion in 
*the program/ Also Uicluded were items dealing with time, allocated for train- 
ing, training t<^pic$ not included in the program, and an overall' 'rating 'o£ . 
the qxialiity of the training, ^ 

Training Module Questionnaire . The^ Training Moduli Questionnaire {TMQ) 
\^ was developed as ^an instrument for measuring trainees' jreactions to sepcirate. 
aireas o£ instruction- during training. (See Ap£)endix F foj^ a copy of this 
instrument.) It was iritended primarily as ar means of rapid^ ""on^the-spat" 
•feedback to trainers but is also HDeing* used in the revision'of the overall 
tra^^ning {)ackage. ' - ' ^ ' ' , ^ ' 

* The questionnaire consists of seven items with t;hree for<ied*choice* 

respon^^es for each. The Vebponses follcA^ a rough -progression, but equal 



intervals of judgrr^nt. cannot be assumed to^^xist between each of the three 
responses. For example, one items says "Right now I wish (a) I were home, 
(b)^I could go on to the next presentation, (c) I could take this block of 
time over again.'* Only the' f requencies^ of various responsefj arc important 
on each item, and average scores are not possibly ,acro5^s rfsfjc jf;s for .j 
single item". Th'is', only general interpretations the data arc poKsihle.' 
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In sites where a large nuxuber of ^trainees were present, the tjuestidnnaire 
* ' / ^ ^ ' ^ . * \ 

was not administered to all trainees, i^ut w^s given after a "block" of tyain- 

ing (usually a single cojnponent) to a random 'sample of fiVe t,9 seven trainees, 

f / . ^ > / \ - 

This sapling was done to simplify the s cor in<^ and .data collection -for this 

lii^ti'.ument. Ifi sites with 15 or fewer trainees, thie TMQ was giv^n>t<i all 

trainees. Because of the nature and purppse of this, questionnaire , n6,,data*^ 

■on validity or reliability are' available. * • ' . 

■ ■ - ■■ ■■ ■■• ■ 

- Observations by evalua^ors , ft should also be noted that although data 
were collected ^ia paper and pencil instruments as described previously, 
^valuators were present at all training sites to take notes de^scribing * 
actual 'procedures used ' in presenting ^naterials , oveX^expressions of ' ^ ■ 
trainees! receptivity to the macerials^ and other characteristics at the 
tri^ining sites. Such observations and notetaking wefe intended to pr'ovide 
insights into^the success or failure of units withii) the training' program 
as indicated by the ''hard" data. f ' ' 



Evaluation Design and Analysis Prdgedures ^s^. 



! ' ' ' "/ 

/ ; 

A number of questions wer^e asked w\th reppWct to changes in attitude 
^ ' . ^ / , 

and learning' which took place as a result of the HOPE Tr.aining Package. 

Those questions cpnsidered to be the most important for evaluation of progiram 

i 

effects are as follows: . , ^ . . 

1. Did initial knowledge of the training content areas and , 
attitudes toward -'children differ across the four sites? 

2, For each site, did any significant changes take place 
from pre to post- testing on measures of course content 
or attitude? , 



erJc 



.r'.3. ,.Did differences exi/st between sites end of training on the ' 
• Cujrriculura Specifiq Te^t and the MtAI? ' . - - i 

4, Did any significant change in knowledge of the content .areas 

* • - r ' . ■ ^ M \ . • • ■ ' ^ ' . * ' > ^\ - 

or attitudes ta^ardl children vtake place from the be'ginning \. 

iiintil the end of training, regardless of site? ^ 
' . ^ ' " ' , ^' > ' 

Each of these quesftiohs* will -be ' considered irf the next^secti"6n, with 

particular emphasis on modules of instruction considered "within and acj;pss t 

sites. ; That is, the analysed 'for eA\;h module of instruction will be^'reported 

in terms^ of pre dnd post-test diffprfences on CST scores acr9ss sites, as 

well as^pre to post-t^st gains within individyal krairtjlng pites. Additionally 

pre to post" test gains across 'and within sites for the MtAI were computpd and 

.will be reported. Inferences were also drawn from the PTQ and TMQ summary 

data and these will i Iso be ireported in this 'document. ^ 

Since ttiere were ^^^^ training ^ites used, the applicable evaluation 

design was relatively simple. The only independent variable which was appJUc- 

■ - . ■ • C 

able Was the geographical location of the training sites themselves. Trainee? 
at two of the sites (Huntsville and Gallipolis) have had previous exj^erience 
with t!he HOPE Process, Whence, this was subjectively taken "into account when 
interpreting the results of the statistical analyses. 

The statisbical analyses, consisted of the following: corre'^lated t-tests 
on the gain scores (post-test rtinus pretest scores) oa thu CST and MTAI at 
each training site, and an analysis of covariancoV (ANCOVA) on the CST and 
MTAI data using pretest scores as the covariate ^for the corresponding post^ 
tost scofG. 7he need for an ANCOVA procedure was indicated aft^r an an.i] yf,i r; 
of variance (ANOVA) of pretest scores indicated initial differences amon-'j 
training sites. Further, a correlational analysis of CST and MTAI post^test 
scores was conducted. <^ - \ 
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Evaliljation Results/.. * - • * 

0 . ' ' 



^ In this secti\>n| evaluation ' results |ire presented for- the Curriculum 
SpecijEic Test, the Minnesota Te'^fcher Attitude'^ Inventory,* the Training Module 
Questionrtaire , ai)d the Post Trai<iing Questionnaire. ' \ * / 

.A nalysis c)^ Results of the ;CST ' - • 

, ■ - ^ , V* • ' ' ^ 'i^ . ' ^ ' * ' ' . 

' Table[l shofts pre and post-tfest rnea/is, standard deviations, ' and/N's 

on the CurrJ^cAum Specific Test. These statistics are reported only for 

« ■■■ [ • > ' ' ■ ' • . - ^' z^- 

thc^e who tooJc both pre ^d post-tests and, therefore, |the N*&i reported 

may be slightly smaller than the agtual number present for parts of the 

training." It also indicates t^he percent of total possible score which the* 



In order, to asiertaih the pretest ^iffer<jnces which existed across 
sites for kno^^le^ge ^of each module', a one-way analysis of variance was 
run on each of the subtests of the CSV, as well a,s for the total of ail 
subtests. ^ Since each subtest measures the objectivfes from a given module,^ 

the result^s of this ANOVA give information on specific content areas. If 

V 

the MJOVA was signif icai^t , multiple t-tests were performed between sites 
in order to determine where significant differences occurred. Cc^plete 
ANOVA tjables for these results can be found In Appendix G, and a discussion 
of the pretest results for each module Is given below. 

A. Module 1 (Instruction) No, pretest differences were 
present across sites. 

B. Module 2 (Working With Others) - Gallipolis, Ohio, 
significantly (p <.05) outscored California, 
Pennsylvania. This difference may be diie'td pre- 
vious training or experiences received by th.e Ohio 



Table 1 



7 



Means, standard Deviations, and N's for Pre and Post-Test 
curriculum Specific Measures Across Sites* 



\ 





— r - 




Htsvl 
N=26 < 


r 

Galli 
N=12 \ 


Warren 
N=13 ^ 


\ 

Calif 
N=50 ; 


' Total^ ' 
N^lOl 


CST 1 




Pre 


X » 

SD 


5.20 


1 ft n 
6.36 


' Id . ±d 
;6.54 


ib . bO 
V5.70 


15. -97 
. 5.72 


"Instruction 
44 1 terns 




Post 


IL 
SD 
gain 


25.11' 
7.69 
23 • 


30.33 
7.94 
27 


25.00' 
• 5\07 * 
20 


25.28 V 
6.72 

22 , 


25.97 ' 
7.00 
23 


CST 2 


• 


Pre 


*. 

X 

SD 


A ^1 

4.B1 
3.30 


6. 50 
^3.23 


, .4.23 

3.30 


3; 78 
17 


4.43 • 

.2.86 


Working With 
, '27 Items 


Others 


* Post 


>f 

sp 
gam 


13. Q8 • 
5.01' 

» 


18.00 
4.35 


9.85 
3.48 , 
21 


12. 34 
4-74 

32 

o 


1,3.09 
4.91 
' 32 


j CST 3- 




Pr^ 


X 

SD • 


i / . Jb * 
5.67'' 


. 00 
. 0.85 


21.85 
2.85 


20 . 78 
2.89 


20.18 
4.01 


1 HOPE Process 
1 29 Items 




Post 

% 


X 

SD 
9ain , 


23.12 
3.06 ^ 
20 


26.08 
2.02 
14 


21.31 
3.82 


23.44 


23.40 
3.04 
11 


\ 

CST 4 . 




Pre 


X 

SD 


T R Q 

7.38 


iz . 4 z 
5.85 


12 . y z 
4.21 


9 . 3z 
7.03 


9 . 70 
6.63 


^..Child Development 
24 Items / ^ 


Post 


\ 
Sp 
g^ir^ 


14.88 
5.45 

JO 

i' - 


15.25 
3.79 

Iz 


14.38 
4.29 

6 


12.70 
5.61 
14 


13.78 . 
5.25 
17 


CST 




Pre 


" ■ \ — 

, ^ i 

X 

SD 


HO • HI. 

15*. 17 


Dy • zo 
14.18 


oo .lb 
11.25 


>l O A^ 

14.66 


49. 82 
14.77 


$\ibtotal 
'124 Items 




Post 


5? 

'SD 
gain 


77.65 ■ 
17.05 


89.67 
12.31 

ZD 


70.23'^ 
12.08 
1 ^ 


13.16 
13.74 

20 


76.19 
15.07 
21 


CST 5 




Pre 


X 

SD 








. 4 . 96 
5.66 




Materials 
101 Items 




Post 

% 


X 

SD 
gain 




, , irz 


39.23 
22.55 


46.90 
22.46 

, 42 




CST 




Pre 


X 

SD 


•> 




— 1 


59.4 2 
38. 78 




Total 
225 Items 




Post 

% 


SD 
gain 






109.77 
28.67 


120.66 
.30.54 
27 


< 
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Only those trainees who took both pre and post- tests' are Included. 



droup which had been working ^ home visitors for 
mo re^ than /a year. ; 

C. Module 3 (HOPE Process) - Gdllipolis ^nd California . 

significantly (p <*001) . outscored Huntsville, Alabama. 

• • *' ' ■ * ' * 

■ / ■ • ■ ■ 

' thi^ finding is difficult to interpret since Gallipolis 
had experiehce witH the HOPE Probess and California 
did not; and bo^ <^ these sitjes outscored a location 
> (Huntsville) which also had experience with the HOPE^ 
Process. The irft^st likely explanation would be that; the 
California trainees had some prior knowledge of the 
HOPE Process obtained from their supervisors, which 
subsequently inflated their pretest attainment. 

D. Module 4 (Child Development) - No differences across 
sites. ' \ 

p. Total score for all modules - A significant difference 
(^^<.05) existed across modules, with the Gallipolis 
'site outscoring Huntsville. This may reflect a dif- 
ference in overall verbal ability between the two groups, 



Having ascertained the pretest differences across sites, the next ques- 
tion concerns t^e significance of differences betwepn pre and post-testing 
for each site acr6a^,J;he modules of instruction. 'The following shows results 
of the correlated t-tests on gain scores for all sites across modules. See 
appendix G for the corresponding statistical tables. 

A. Module 1 (Instruction) - All sites showed significant 

gains (p <.001) from pre to post-testing on this module,' 

with Gallipolis showing the largest gain, " followed by 

Huntsville, California, and Warren County. ^ . 



Moduae>..2^JlWorking With :others) - All sites showed 

■ t 

signific^pt gains (p. <,001) from pre to post-testing 

on this' module again with Gallipolis showing the 

largest gain, follwed by rfuntsville ,\California, 
^ ( 

and Warreo County in that order, 

MQdule 3 (HOPE Process) - Huntsville^^allipolis, and 

.California showe'd significant gains (p <-001)^ on this 

module, while Warren County did not. This may , be due 

to (iift^renceS in teaching style or order. of presenta- 
' • [i' \ ' • ' " - • ■ 

tion at this site. Subjective impressions of an 

eva'luator at this^ site indicated that the group- 

seemed disinterested or distracted during much of 

f 

this session, * - 

Modiile. 4 (Child Development) - lliis module showed 

signifiAant gains in Huntsville (p <.001) and Cali- 

forYiia (p <.01) and failed to show any gains at the 

other two sites. One reason for this itiay be that 

the test items measuring this module covered material 

,1 

which was not presented in a consistent style across 
the four training si tes . The training techniques i 
xised in Huntsville and California are those which 

should be included in the revised mat^erials. 

\ 

Module 5 (Materials^ - is module was given at all 
sites, but a decision was made that evalu^ion within 
training did not cover the material and that test 
items should be added to the CST to cover this module 
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Therefore, only one site (California) has pre and 
post-test scores available. The gains were signifif 
cant at this site (p <.001) , and it can be assumed 
th^t 'the method of teadiing used ii) this case .was 



effective, * • ' • ^ « * ' /' / 



An analysis of covariance (AN«>yA) was performed on the post-t^st scores, 
using the pretest as the covariate. Since pre 'arjd , post-test scores on Module 
5 (M'^terialsi were available f rom oijly one site, as we explained aHhve , these 

' • ' ■ ;^ . . ^ •' • ■ . • ■ r ' . 

scores were not included in the ANCOVA^ The field test sites were ,the inde- 
pendent variable and the CST and MTAJ were considered as the 'dependent vari- ' ^ 
ables. The f.gllowing description sxinimarizes the results o,f the ANCOVA foV elch 
vai^iable. Complete ANCOVA tables can be found in Appendix G, 

A. Module 1 (Instruction) - A Significant difference existed 
, , across sites (p <.05) on post-tests. The mean scores for 

each^ site ranked- as JEollpws: Gallipolis, Huntsville/ vWatren > 
County, California. - i , ' 

B. Module; 2 (Working With'^Others) - A significant difference 



existed across sites (p <^001) on post- test after covariahce. 
,The kites' mean scores ranked as follows: • Gallipolis^ Hunts- 
ville, California,- Warren County. 
C. Module 3 (HOPE Process) - A significant difference existed 
across groups (p <.001) with meari scored for sites rcuiking 

Gallipolis, California, Warren County, and Hii'ntsville.* 

* - . • 

D» Module 4 (Child Development) -No differences existed across 
sites. This findir^g replicates the results of the ANOVA 
.on pretest scores; where no differences 'Were found, 
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E. ')CST Total - A significant difference existed across sites 
on the total sc^re of the CST^^ (p <;010. The si tes r^nke<^ 
as follows: • G^kllipolis, Warden County, Huntsville, and 



California. This ranking suggests that practice in 



teaching had, (|ffect on*the attainment of the sites/ 

• • . • * - 

since* H^ntsvi lie and Gallipolis Wete concurrently taught 

^firs^t, followed by Warren County r and then California., . 

If pr^9t ice in, teaching had a large effect on attainment 

^. across groups / we wpuld eiipect the ranking at sites on 
f ■ 

attainment' to /be the reverse of the- sequence of teach- 
ing (i,e J, California woul'd rank first, and' Huntsville , 
.^d Gallipdlis W9uld rank last). The group at Gallipolis 
may have outsco^d theiis peers because of higher verbal 
ability and/or motivation. This is further confirmed by 
the relatively higher stauiding of Qallipolis or^' the pre-? 

* test. . « ^ 

■\ > 

Table 2 summarizes the results oi these analyses. * 

* ... . ■ V ■ ^ ■ 

^ Table 2 

CST D%ta Results Summary Table 



CST Subtest /Module 



Pretest 
AKOVA 



Post-Tepj^ 
ANCOVA 



Pre vs. Post 
, t~Test 



CST 1 Instruction 



NO diff . 



Sig. diff. 



Sig. gains at all 4 sites 



CST 2 Working .With Others 



Sig. diff, 



Sig. diff. 



•Sig. gains at all 4 sites 



CST 3 KOPE Process 



Sig. diff. 



Siq. diff. 



Sig. gains at' ^ .sitos 



CST 4 Helping Our Children 
Grow and Develop 



Sig. diff 



No diff. 



Sig. ^ains at 2 fjites 



CST 5 Materials 



N. A. 



N.A. 



• Sig. gains at only site i 



CST Total 



iSig. diff. 



Sig. diff. 



Sig. gains at all 4 sites 



iC-T 



*Not Applicable 
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Analysis of Results of the MTAI ^ • 

The- Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory was given on a pre and post- 
test basis to^ all trainees to ascertain the existence of any changes in 
a'ttitwde toward children .and teaching. In effect, the l^Al was a measure 
of secondary effects of training, Tcible 3 summarizes the results of the 

■ • : ^ .'^y ^ . ^ ■ ■ , : ' ' 

IITAI across sites. ■ ' 



■ Table 3 ' ^ 

MTAI Pre and Post^Jfest. Means and Standard Deyiations 
by Sites and Total Sample 





Htsvl 
N=21 


Galli 
^ N=12 


Warren 
N=12 


Calif, 
N=36 


Total 
N=81 


Pretest . 


39; 52 
39.0^ 


24*25 
39.00 


42.83 
34.04 


29.24 
35.51 


36.76 
46^61 


^ X 

Post-Test© 

4 


42.19 
42.46 ' 


32.75 
43.59 


36.50 
43.32 


39.69' 
32.79^ 


39.84 
3 7.85 



I 



No pre or post-test flifferences existed acrosp groups for the MTAI and 
no significant gains were found for any individual site.pr for all sites 
combined. Thus, no measurable chauiges in attitude took place as a result 
of training and all sites were equivalent in their attitude toward children 
and* teaching . A significant product moment (r) correlation of r « .45 
existed between post CST tests (Mpd.'l"4) and tho post NfTAI pcores, indicating 
that iiidividuals' who scored highly on the CST tended to have the highest 
scores on the MTAI* 



A nalysis of Results of the TMQ 

During tlie training session the trainees were presented with a Training 
Module Questionnaire to rate each component of instruction. The data on tho 
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.items 'i^f the TMQ by modules and across modules are presented in Table 4. 
Appendix H contains tables of percentage responses of trainees on the items 
of the TMQ for modules by sites and across sites. 

Across sites the trainees felt that the modules were "very interesting". 
The mean percentages of responses for this item showed Module 5 (Materials) 
to be the most interesting (84.6%) and Module 1 Uns traction), to be the 
least interesting (71.4%). • 

Most of the trainees found the modules to be "fairly simple" with the 
exception of Module 5 (Materials). Ihis module was ranked "very easy"*^by 
most (57.8%) . ' f 

The majority of trainees ranked the modules as being "very useful". 
Module 5 (Materials) received the highest ^percentage" (71.5%) and Module 3 
(HOPE Process) received the lowest percentage (62.5%% 

The trainees felt that the modules were "very weTl presented" with the 
exception of Module 1 (Instr^uction^ / which most of the tra).nees felt was -^^ 
"adequate" • A greater percentage of trainees^ (4.^%) felt that Module 3 
(HOPE Process) was "poorly done" which may have influenced their opinion 
of the module's usefulness, as recorded above. The presentations may have 
been rated as "poorly done" because little structure was pt;ovided by the 
trainers and most work was done on an; individual basis by the trainees. 

The majority of the. trainees felt that they could go pn to, the next 
module. Of those trainees who wished to retake a module, the highest per- 
centage occurred for. Module 3 (HOPE Process - 29.7%) and the lowest percentage 
occuri^d for Module 4 (Child Development ~ 21.1^), 

In regard to- length of se<}ment of training, most of the trainees felt 
'■ that thQ..time\ Interval was about right with the highest percent of responses 
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Table 4 







Percentage Responses 


of Trainees 


on the 


Items 


of the 










Training Module .Questionncdre 


(TMQ) by Modules 




> 






ana 


Across Modules 




























TMQ 


I tem 


Response 


. I 


VJO 


HP 


CD 






A. 


■ 1. 


Boring - ■ 


2.52 


2.26 


2:55 


1,75 


1.47 






2. 


All right 


26.05 


19.77 


25.00 


25. 44 


.13.97 ^ 


20,58 




3. 


Interesting 


71,43 


77,97 . 


72.45 


72.81 


' 84.56 ' 


77^34 


B. 


1. 


Complicated^ 


16.22 


13.04 


16.04 


10', 62 


3.00- 


* 10.92 




2. 


Fairly simple 


49.55 


55.43 


57*. 75 


61.95 


' 40>90 


: 52. 10^ 




3. 


Very easy 


34.23 


31. 52 


26.20 


27.43 


56.00 


36.97 


C. 


1. 


Useless • ^ 


1.67 


1.73 


3. (Jo 


0.88 


1.54 


1.9b 


2. 


Of some help 


32.50 


30.06 


34^50 


34.51 


26.93 


27.59 




3. 


Very useful 


65,83 


68.^1 


62. 50 


64.60 


71.54 


70.45 

V 


D. 


1. 


Poorly done 


0.83 


j 

0.00 


4.79 


' 0.00^ 


0.76 


1,62 , 


■ ' 


2. 


O.K. 


52.07 


2.6.44 


46.71 


38. 05 ' 


22.90 


29.90 V 




3. 


Very wdll done 


47.11 


73.56 


48.50 


61.95 


76.3 3 


68.48 , 




1- 


I wish I were' home 


15.05 


17.36 


14.84 


•13.33 


19.. 3 3 


* - * 
17,14 




2. 


I could go on 


60.02 


58.33 


55. 48 


65.56 


57.14 


57. P6 




3. 


I could take.it over 


24.-73 


24.31 


29*68. 


. 21.11 


23.^^3 


• 2S.80 


F. 


1. 


Wasn't enough time 


2d. 37 


}-6.09 


14.04 


18.92 


33.33 


' 19.13 




^ 2.#Length about right 


70.37 


77,01 


78.65 


71. i7 


^8.14 


73;25y : 




3. 


Too long^ , ; 


9.26 


6.90 


7. 30 


9.91 


.8.53 


7,62/^ 


,G. " 


1. 


Man^ things not covered 


32.14 


32.93 


42.3 7 


43.40 


35-16 


, 37. 




2. 


Few things -not covered 


47.32 


38.92 


42. 37 


37.74 


4a:,63 


49.9fe' 




3. 


Covered everything 


20.54 


28.14 


15.25 


18.87 


24.22^ 


21. 31 - 



















♦Mddule Code: Instri-ction (I), Working With .Others (WO), HOP5 Process (HP) r Child 
' Development (.CD) , and Mater ial5 (M) 



--^ . . . ' 
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occurring for Module 3 (HOPE Process - 78.7%) and the lowest, percentage 
occurring for Module 5 - (Materials - 5^1%)'. For Module 5, 33.3% of the 
trainees felt that not^i^ugh time was devoted to materials. 

Most of the trainees felt that there were some or many things that they 



needed to know about the content area of the modules. .The highest percentage 
felt that they needed to know more about Module 3 (HOPE Process - 8b. 7%) , 
^while the smallest percentage of trainees felt that they needed to know 
more about Module 2 (Working With Others - 71.9%). ^ . ^ 

Analysis of the TMQ data with respect to sites and modules indicated 
that the trainees, in- general, felt that the training materials were lalrly 



simple but yet interesting. Not only did the trainees feel that the materials 
were generally very well done, but also that the materials would be ^^very useful 
in fulfilling their role^as home visitors. Most trainees, however, did 
express .a desire to move on to the next topic even though many indicated 
that there were still things that they needed to know about the topics. 
Nearly three- four ;:hs of the trainees indicated that the training sessions 
were of an cippropriate length. 

Analysis of Results of the PT^^ 

Analysis of the d^ta obtained from the P6st Training Questionnaire 
(Appendix E). indicated that the trainees felt tliat Module 3 ^(HOPE Process) 
was most direct ly '^re 1 a ted to what they needed to know as a home visitor.* 
Modifle -1 (Instruction)' and Module 2{Working With -Others) were second and 
third in being considered most directly related to the job requirements. 



*'ll\c a[)parcnt contradiction between thi.s finding and the .'1^19 qa<'Nt,i<»ri 
dealing witli usefulness may bo explained by the fact that much of Uiis modulo 
was self-taught and di.fficult to comprehend. This is to shy, the home visitbrs 
felt that the content was most relevant, but that the style of presentation was 
inadequate . 
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The trainees indicated that all modules were understood equally well except 
for the Child Development (Module 4) module, which was understood least. The 
trainees also indicated that they believed they would use the HOPE Process 
(Module 3) module very soon in fulfilling their role as home visitors, but 
that the Community Survey component of the Working With Otfters moduli (Module ' 
2) would not be of any use in the near future. When asked tp rate the overall 
quality of the training program', nearly three-fourths (72.7%) rated the train- 
ing as good and nearly one-fourth (24.5%) ra'^ed the training as excellent/. 
(Actual figures for the PTQ may be found in Appendix 1.) 



Evaluation Sumpiary 

The analyses of the data collected at the four training sites indicate . 
overall that the trainees did learn from the instruction as measured by the 
CST. Even though the training materials were of a prototypic nature , 'in our 
judgment the detrimental effects (if any) of the materials being in an initial 
state of development were apparently overwhelmingly oitfjfet by the eagerness 
of the trainees and the content per se. 

A Curriculum Specific Measure- (CST) was created to measure the effjective- 

* ' \ 

^ - ! 

ness of the training in terms of achievement of specific program objectives. 
Each instructional module included objective's which were measured oh th6 CST, 
as well as objectives which were assessed during training,. The objectives 
for each module were translated into test items and were gi/ouped into sub- 
tests on the CST. These s^ubtests included items on Instruction, Working 
VUth Others, the HOPE Process, Helping Our Children Grow and Develop, and 
Materials. A total scord for all modules was also computed. 

The CST was administered on a pre and post-tost basis at four training 
sites and three series of analyses were performed on the result intj data. 
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First, an analysis of variance on protest scores was performed to ascertain 
if differences existed across sites. Second, t-tests were perfonued within 
sites to measure change from pre to post-testing. And, third, an analysis 
of covariance was performed across sites using pj^etest scoxes as the covariate 
to determine differences at the end of the training. 

Itre Gallipolis site scored higher on the <:ST pre and post-test than did 
the other sites, which may reflect a difference in verbal ability or knowledge 
favoring that' site. Generally, all groups showed significant gains in knwl- 
edge of the content of training from pre to post-testfng^ Two modules (those^ 
dealing with. the HOPE Process and Child Development) failed to show statis- 
tically significant gains at all sites and should be emphasized j^io re heavily 
in future revision of the training materials, . The results of the analyses 
indicate that the materials were effective in reaching a number of the objec- 
tives' included in training, and that the training package is effective with 
a variety of types of home Visitors and programs, 

A questionnaire (TMQ) was administered after each training session to 
elicit opinions about the various modules. Across modules (across sites, 
also) the modal descriptors were majority descriptors except for the last 

one in the following list. The descriptors which received the most frequent 

< 

responses were: interesting, fairly simple, very useful, veiy well done, ' 
the trainee would like to qo on to the next presentation, the lendfth was 
about right,. there are a few things which the trainees needs to know. 

The module on Instruction differed from the average in that it was cate- 
gorized as "fairly simple" and that thcv presentation was^^'O.K*" instead of 
"very well done". The module on the HOPE Process differed from thQ average 
in that it failed to achieve a majority response of "very well done" on the 
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presentations. The.Materials module was reported as "very easy" instead of 
"fairly simple". The module on Child Development was viewed as leaving "a 
lot to khow" rather than leaving just a "few things to know". The module 
on Working With Others did not differ front the average for the otlier modules . 
in the modal or majo^rity descriptors. 

A measure of attitude towards children (MTAI) was also administered on 
a pre and post training b^sis,. which showed no significant change in atti- 
tudes taking place at any of the four training sites. 

Finally, a Post Training Questionnaire (PTQ) was created to elicit 
information about the total training program. Although specific individuals 
felt certain topics wer6 not adequately covered or other topics were irrele- 
vant, most of the trainees felt that the materials were satisfactory and 
needed only some revision. 

( 

In view of the analyses (Conducted on attainment of knowledge and changes 
in attitude, the following general recommendations can be made: 

1. .Modules 3 (HOPE Process) and 4 (Child Development) need to 

f 

be given more emphasis, during training. 

2. Module 2 (Working With Others) needs to be ma,ie more rele- 
vant to the experiences of home visitors in their professional 
capacity. ' 

3. More interaction should be" present between the trainer (s) and 
the trainees during the presentation of the HOPE Process 
(Module 3) ' 

4. The CST should be revised in light of changes in program 
content and should be shortened to facilitate evaluation, 

5. The OTAI should be deleted , as a sumiaative evaluation instru- 
ment, and should not be included as a part of the training 
package . 



The TMQ should be revised frora its general format and 
be designed specifically for each training session. 
Responses should also be made more specific. 

The' Pl^ should be revised to provide more useful 

'J 

information for evaluation. 
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Outline of 
^ Home Visitor '*s and Parent's Notebooks 

Home Visitor's Notebook • ^ 

Sections; 

Introduction 

Materials ' - . 

Instructional .Techniques 

Interaction 

Child Development 

In-Service 

Resources 

Activities j 
Home Visitor's Guide ^ 
Parent's Guide - ^ 
Group Experience Guides 



Parent's Notebook 

Sections : 

Introduction 
Child Development 
Parent's Guide 
Activities 
Resources 



f 
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'butline of 
HOPE Training Modules 

Introductory Module: 

Componen.ts : . v 

1» Hello, I am j who are 

2. Home Visitor Behaviors Test 

3. Introduction to Evaluation. 
/ 4. » The Educational BOM 

/^5. Pretest 

6. How to Use the Home Visitor's Notebook 
Module I - Instructional Techniques 
Components: 

1. Introduction to Teaching and Learning 

2. Developing Questioning Skills 

3. Building Better Listening Techniques 
Module II - Working With Others 

Components: • ' 

1. Developing Respect * 

2. Developing Effective Communication Skills 

3. Developing Problep-Solving Skills 

4. Developing Self ^-Awareness 

5. Conducting a Community Survey 
Module III - HOPE Process 

Components : 

1. What is HOPE? 

2. What a Homo Visitor Does* 

3. Preparation for the First Visit to the Home 



^ 4. Parents as Teachers bf Their Children 

4 

5. Appropriate and Inappropriate Behaviors of Home Visitors 

6. Planning Hortie Visits 

Module IV - Child Developanenf ' * 

Components: . . 

1. Characteristics of 'Children 

2. Abilities of Children 

3. Child Growth and Development 

r ^ « • ■ . 

Module V - Materials 
exponents: 

1. Introduction to Materials 

2. Learning to 'Use Materials Found in the Home 

3. Learning ^to Use Free Materials 

4. Learning to Use Purchased Materials 

5. Learning to Use the Parent's Notebook 
Concluding Module : 

Components: 

1. Post-Test 

2. Evaluation (by Trainees) of Training 
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List of Planned 
Inservice Training Modules 

Module 6 : V 

I. Planning between H.V., G.E.L., F.D. 
II. Teaching by modeling 
III. Teaching by demonstration ' 
IV. Teaching by discovery 

V. Teaching by telling* 
VI. Teaching by dialogue 
VII. "Regressiovi in service of the ego" 
VIII. Simple health problems of 3-, 4-, 5-year-olds 
IX. Techniques of discipline 

X. Techniques of communication 
XI. Cognitive development of children 
XII. Psychomotor development of children 
XIII. Affective development of children 
XIV. Behavior modification 

XV. Setting up' an effective instructional environment 
XVI. Good mental health practices for the home 
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Curriculum Specific Test • ' 

) • ^ ' ... . 

Instructions for HOPE Training Test * ^ 

The followihg' test is designed to measure the things you will learn from 
the HOPE Tt7aining*Package . You will take 'the test twice, once. Aefore training 
axid once after its completion.- When, you first take the test, you arg' not 
•expected to know .the answers to many of the questions, v^ou are taking the 
test ihe first time so we will knbw how much you know about the HOPE Program 
before we start. , Jf you cannot answer any of the questions, that's fine. In 
ar^^ case, answer to the best of your ability both times you take the test. 

i , 

V Answer each question on the test sheet itself , a^d be sure to put your 
nameVn the top of the first sheet. Sowe questions w^ll ask you to write 
complete answers, while others witl ask you to select ^ answers which are cor-- 
"rect or to mark a statement true or false. If you have any questions, please 
ask one of your instructors • - 

1, To the best of your ability, deYine the word "question". 



2. ' List one reason for using open questions. 

J" 

3. List one reason for using closed questions. 



4. From the following list of words or phr^ises, select those which commonly 
begin ppel!^ questions and place a mark in the appropriate space provided 
beside each. Then select those which commonly begin closed questiojis pv., 
and place' a mark in the appropriate space. 



Closed Open 



in your opinion 

which 

could you 

why do you agree 

where did you 

would you 

what do you think about 
did 



/ 



Q why 
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5. ^Rewrite each of the following closed questions into open format {you need 

not answer the questions) . 

A. What is the best way to bake a pineapple upside-down cake? » 

B. When did Johnny first fetart to talk? 

C. Does Susy fell well? 

6. From the follwoing list of questions, select those which call for an 
unlimited response and place a mark in the appropriate space. Then 
identify those which call for a limited response and place a mark in 
the appropriate space beside the word or phrase. 

Unlimited Limited 

What is ? 

What .can you say about....? 

Tell me about....? 

' What do you know about....? 

^ » When did you. . . , ? 

Is there....? 

What should you....? 

Wli At about . . . . ? 

7. Describe two ways to encourage learners to respond to questions. 

8. List ten words i |>hrases which can be used for positive reinforcement 
of a correct response to a question. 
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9. Define, to the best of your ability, the word "teaching". 



10. Define, to the best of your ability^ the wor<3 '^learning" . 



11. From the follwoing list, circJLe four answers which best describe the 
cues used by an effective listener. 

1. Relaxed, nonchalant attitude 

.2. Smiling 

.^3. Staring at the floor 

4. Nodding head yes 

5: Looking other person in the eye 

6. Gesturing with your hands 

12. In the space below define the following ways that you can respond to 
remarks which encourage the learner to answer. 

A. Reward/punish - ^- ■ 

B. Extending information - 

C. Redirect the response - 



13. To the best of your ability, list four techniques that demonstrate 
respect. 



14. The following list of questions are those which you might ask yourself 
after a telephone interview regarding a community survey. Circle the 
tliree questions which are the most important. 

1. Did I ask the name cf the party I spoke to? 

2. Did I introduce myself clearly? 

3. Was 1 pleasant? 

4. Was the telephonvB connection adequate? 

5. Did I state my purpose in calling? 
G. Did the other party like me? 

V. Did I make myself clear by asking questions which began with "who", 
"where", "how many", or "what"? 
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15. In order to effectively show infomation about a community resource/ 
a number of important questions must he answered. In the space below, 
list nine of the most important questions which you can ask about a 
community resource. 



16. All communication can be divided into three bcisic parts* List these 
parts below. 



17. Effective speaking involves a number of basic techniques or principles. 
List three of these principles below. 



18. Communication between two individuals is influenced not only by content 
(what you say) but by other factors as well. List five (5) nonverbal 
techniques that effect communication. 
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. 19. Vlhat is thd major goal of the HOPE program? (Circle your answer.) 

1. To make children better- 

2. To improve children's social responsibility 

3. To improve the parent-child interaction 

4. to make parents better 

20. What are the major purposes of the television program? * (circle 2 answers.) 

1. To keep children occupied . ' 

2. To be a "text book" for parents, children^ and staff 

3. To make learning fun and easily available 

4. To provide an alternative to Sesame Street 

5. To give children an advantage in school 

21. Wiiat are the main purposes of the home visit? (Circle 4 answers.) 

1. To sustain interest in the program , ' 

2. To provide information for local social agencies 

3. To provide companionship for lonely parents 

4. To provide related TV materials cind assist the parent in learning 

to teach the child i v 

5. To observe and discuss the needs of each child with the parent 

' 6* To enlist the parent's participation in the education of the child 

7. To teach the child social interaction in group settings | 

22. ^-/hich of the following are the main purposes of the group session? j 
(Circle 3 answers.) 

To provide for distribution of home materials 
To accustom children to meeting new people 
To help children to work and play together 
To provide an hour ' s^*' free" time for the mother 

To acquaint children with an atmosphere that is more like school 
than home 

23. Co thn following statements describe the process through which the HOPE 
materials are interrelated? (Answer true or false.) 

True False 1. Through the use of materials for parents, children, 

and staff,. based upon a common curriculum 

True Fale 2. Through the use of information and suggestions for 

parents, children, and staff about how the program 
can be changed to fit the individual needs and 
abilities of children 



1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
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Which of the following correctly describe the responsibilities of the 
home visitor? (Circle 5 answers;) ' 

1. S^rve as the primary instructor of the child 

2. Demonstrate through modeling certain basic techniques that are 
effective in teachfer/learner interactions ' ^ 

3. Sustain the child's interest and involvement 

4. Interpret the objectives of the TV lessons, and assisting the parent 
in selecting an appropriate learning experience from the guide that 
serves the needs of the individual child 

5. View the daily television lessons with the child 

6. Provide and interpret basic resource material to the parent, e,g. , 
Parents' Guide / child activity materials , and other resources as 
needed v 

7. Provide appropriate data to either materials production team, unit 
' team, or the evaluation staff 

8: Serve hs a resource to the parent in obtaining and providing infor- 
mation about available community resources that may be used for 
special needs the child or family may have, and if necessary, pro*, 
viding assistance in obtaining these services 

Which of, the following statements^ describe the responsibilities of the 
parents involved in the HOPE program? (Circle 5 answers.) 

1. Serve as primary instructor of the child 

2. Locate and utilize community resources for the child 

3. Participate in group training sessions 

4. Interpret her goals and aspirations for the child t6\the home visitor 

5. Provide information to the home visitor about the child's interests 
and progress observed throughout the week 

6. Prepare the children for high level reading skills 

7. Participate with the child in daily follow-up activities 

8. Provide information for continuing improvement of materials and 
program operation 

Circle four answers which best describe the steps in planning a home visit. 

1. Obtain information on the upcoming television programs 

2. Secure acjvice of group session leader and other home visitors during 
weekly conference) 

3. Obtain direction from field director 

4. Use both formal and inforraal records of home visits as sources of 
information 

5. Have a planning session by telephone with the parent 

G. Consider the interests, abilities, previous activities, and progress 
made of both the cnild and the parent 

7. Study Parents ' Guide aiMl Houxe, V i s i tor ' s Gu i do carefully 



/ 



42 



27, Which of the follcwing statements best describes the purpose of the 
weekly planning conference? (Circle one.) 

1. The purpose of the weekly conference is to obtain explicit directions 
from supervisory staff on the next week's activities. * 
, 2. The purpose of the weekly planning conference of the field team is 
. to share experiences, observations, ideas, and reactions with 
co-workers that will.be helpful in planning for the weekly home 
visits and group sessions. 

28. ' Llist two types of home visit records and state tfie purpose of e^ch. 



29-54. 



Use 


the following words 


and phrases to accurately 


fill 


in the chart below. 


1. 


Tea party 


10. 


Can communicate 


18. 


Controls body 


2. 


Becomes independent 


11. 


Group games 


19. 


Protection from the elements 


3. 


Trust 


12. 


Running games 


20. 


Finger plays 


4. 


Uses scissors 


13. 


Sing songs 


21. 


Talked to 


5. 


Food 


14. 


Grows physically 


22. 


Acts out nursery rhymes 


6. 


Allowed to talk 


15. 


Read stories 


21. 


Develops language 


7. 


Grows socially 


16. 


Throws ball 


24. 


Plays store 


8. 


Shelter 


17. 


Makes friends 






9. 


Chore 











o 
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Child Development Chart \ 
Needs Abilities 

/ 



Activities 
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55. In the space below, list four categories of materials used in home 
visitation. 

1. 



3. 



-^6. Now, list three reasons for using each category of materials, 
V Category J. : A. 



C. 



Category 2 : A. 



B. 



C. 



Category 3: A. 



B. 



r.\liHjoty 4 : A. 
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57. For each of yo^^ four categories above, list five items that could be 
i included in each category and ^ list two uses for each. 



Item 



Category 1: A, 
B. 

c. 

D. 



E. 



Category 2: A. 



B. 



D. 



E. 



Category 3 : A. 



ERIC 



a* 
b. 
a. 
b. 
a. 
b. 
a« 
b. 
a. 
b. 
a. 
b. 
a. 
b. 
a. 
b. 
a. 
b. 
a. 
b. 
a. 
b. 
a. 
b. 
a. 
b. 



Uses 
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D. a. 

b. ^ 

E. ' a. - 

b. 

Category 4: A. a, 

B. a. 

b- 
a, 
b. 

D. ^ a. 

b- ; 

E. a. 

b. 

>8. In the space below, list 10 free materials which you can obtain and 
indicate where each might be obtained. 

Material, Source 

1. A. 

2. B- 

3. C. 

4. D. 

5. E. 

6. F. 

7 . G . 

8. H. 

9. I. 

10. J, ! 



'A, 
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59. From the list below, select; those five criteria which are most important 
for buying children's toys A Underline the letter of the five most 
important criteria, \^ 

a. Was it advertised widely? \ 

b. Could it have more than one\use? 

c. Is it plastic? \ 

d. Does it enlist the participation of the child? 

e. Is it safe to use? 

f . Is its design attractive? 

g. Does it enable the child to develop physically? 

h. Is it inexpensive? 

i. Does it have small detachable parts? 
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Post-Training Questionnaire • , 

A major factor in determining the future success of this training program 
is your opinion of the materials which you have received. .The following ques-%' 
tionnaire will help us to understand youfc^ reactions to the training, so please 
answer each question -as honestly and co%pl^tely as possible* Since it is not 
necessaiy to place your name on this sheet, feel free to express yourself on 
anything which concerns you* 

■.V 

la. Which part of the training did you find most directly related to what 
you need to know as a home visitor? 



'b. Which part of the training did you find idast related to what you need 
to know as a home visitor? ^ * . 



2. Which part of the training did you understand best? 

3. Which part did you understand least? 

4. , ^ich part of the training do you believe you will be able to use soon? 

/ 

5» Which part of the training do you feel will not be of any use in the 
nedr future? 

6. Did you feel that the time taken for training was; 

a. too long 

b. about right ' - - 
c» too short 

7. What do you think you still need from training that we did not supply? 
8a» What would you leave out that we included? 

b. Why? 

9. Overall/ how would you rate the quality of this training? (Circle one-) 
1 poor 

2. okay, but needs much change 

3. good, needs some chanqe 

4. excellent, needs no change 
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Training Period # 



Training Module Questionnaire ^ 

Please cirle the number of the word which you feel best describes < 
the block of training time which you have just completed. Be as honest 
as possible in your answers (you need not put your name oh the sheet). 

A. The period pf training which I have just taken was: 

1, boring ' / 2. all right 3. interesting 

B. -' This period of training was; 

1, complicated 2. fcdrly simple 3. very easy 

C. I expect the content of this training period to be: 

1. useless 2. of some help in 3. very useful 

, my work 

D. The presentation itself (other. than the materials) was; 

1^. poorly done 2. O.K. 3. very well done 

E. Right now I wish: 

1, I were home 2.1 could go on to 3. I could take this 

the next block of time over 

presentation again ^ , 

F. As far as the time taken for training is concerned: 

1. There really wasn't enough time to cover everyt>u.ng 

2. The length was about tight \ 

3. The training took too long 

G. Now that this period of training is over: 

1. There are still a lot of things in this area which I need to know 

2. There are a few things which I need to know 

3. The training has covered everything I ne^d to know about the suJ^ject 
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Table Gl 



Analysis of Variance Table for Pretest ANOVA 



CST 1: 



CST 2 I 



CST 3; 



CST 4: 



CST Total 1 



MTAI Raw: 



Mean Square df F-test Significance 



Among Groups 26.83 3 ^ 0.80 

Within Groups 33.24 97 



Among Groups 25.5^ 3 3,32 

Within Groups l.li 97 



Among Groups 830.21 3 0.37 

Within Groups 2,252.10 78 



.05 



Among Groups 100.87 3 7.42 .001 

Within Groups 13.59 97 



Among Groups 116.01 3 2.53 

Within Groups 45.04 97 



Among Groups 677.30 3 3.28 .05 

Within Groups 206.26 97 
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Table G2 , 

Summary of Results on t-tests Between Pre and Post-Test 

( Hunt svi lie) 



Difference 



SE 



df 



t-test 



Significance 



CST 1 
CST 2 
CST 3 
CST 4 

CST Total 1 
MTAI Raw 




50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
40 



-5.54 
-7.72 
-4.56 
•4.06 
-7,20 
-0,21 



.001 
.001 
.001 
.001 
.001 



Table G3 

Summary of Results on , t-tests Between Pre and Post-Test 

(Gallipolis) 





Difference 


SE 


df 


t-test 


Significance 


CST 1 


-12.00 


\ 2.94 


22 


-4.09 


.001 


CST 2 


-11.50 


1.56 


22 


-7.35 


.001 


CST 3. 


- 4.08 


0.63 


22 


-6.45 


.001 


CST 4 


- 2.83 


2.01 


22 


-1.41 




CST Total 1 


-30.42 


5.42 


22 


-5.61 


.C-01 


MTAI Raw 


- 8.50 


16.89 


22 


-0.50 
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Table G4 

Summary of Results on t-tests Between Pre and Post-Test 

(Warren Co. ) 







Difference 


SE 


df 


t-test 


Signi fiicance 


CST 1 




- 8.85 


2. 30 


24 


-3.86 


.001 


CST 2 


/ 


- 5.62 


1.33 


24 


-4.22 


.001 


Lb A J 




0 . d4 


1 . 32 


24 


0,41 




CST 4 




- 1.46 


1.67 


24 


-0.88 




rST Total 


1 


-15.08 


4,58 


24 




. Ul 


MTAI Raw 




6.33 


15/91 


22 


0.40 


* — 








Table G5 










Summary 


of Results on t-tests between 
(Pennsylvania) 


Pre and 


Post-Test 






Difference 


SE 


df 


t-test 


Significance 










f— 






CST 1 




- 9.78 


1.25 


98 


- 7.85 


.001 


CST 2 




- 8.56 


0.70 


98 


-12. 17 


.001 


CST 3 




- 2.6f^ 


0*55 


98 


- 4*82 


.001 


. CST 4 




- 3*. 38 


✓ 

1.27 


98 


- 2.60 


.01 


CST Total 


1 


-25. 30 


2.84 


98 


- 8.90 


.001 


CST 5 




-41.94 


3. 31 


93 


-12.68 


.001 


CST Total 


2 


-61.24 


6. 90 


98 


- 8.77 


.001 1 


MTAl Raw 




- 2.42 


10.88 


71 


- 0.22 
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Table G6 





Summary 


of Results on t- 
for 


-tests Between 
All Sites 


Pre and 


Post -Test 






Difference 


SB 


"df 


t- test 


Signif ica^ice 


CST 1 




-10.00 


0.90 


200 


-11.06 


.001 


CsT 2 




- 8.66 


0.57 


200 


-15.26 


.001 


CST 3 




- 3.22 


0.50 


200 


- 6.40 


.001 


CST 4 




- 4.08 


0.86 


200 


- 4.73 


• 001 


CGT Total 


1 


-26.38 


2.11 


200 


-12.56 


.001 


MTAI Raw 




- 2.08 


6.70 


161 


- 0.31 
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Table 


G7 " 






56 


Surnmary 


of 


Results on CST for Post- 
for All Sites (CST 1) 


'Test ANCOVA 






Source 


df 


Sum of 
Squares 


Mean 
Square 


F 

Value 


Prob.F 




Regression 


4 


5,362.12 


1,340.53 


33.22 


0.0001 




Site 


3 


312.12 


104.04 


2.58 


0.0538 


- 


Pre~Post 


1 


5,050-00 


5,050.00 


125.17 


0.0001 




Error 


197 


7,947.70 • 


40.34 








Corrected Total 


201 


13,309.82 











f ■ 

■ / 

Table G8 L 

Summary of = Results on cIST for Post-Test ANCOVA 
V, for All Sites (CST< 2) 



Source 


df 


S^m of 
Squares 


Mean 
Square 


F 

Value 


Prob.F 


Regression 


4 


4,226^47 


1,056.62 


.73.80 , 


0.0001 


Site 


3 


436.24 


145.41 


10.16 


0.0001 


Pre-Post 


1 


3,790.22 


3,790.22 


264.72 


0.0001 


Krror 


197 


2,280.65 


34.32 






Corrected Total 


201 


7,047.12 
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Table G9 

Suxnnary of Results on CST^'for Post-Test ANCOVA^ ^ 
for All Sites (CST 3) 



Source df "^^^ ^ Prob.F 

Squares Square Value 



Regression 


4 


782.42 


195.60 


16. 


77 


0. 


0001 


Site' 


3 


" 259.52 


86.51 


7. 


42^ 


0. 


0002 


Pre-Post 


1 


522.90 


522.90 


44. 


84 


0. 


0001 


Error 


197 


2,297.43 


11.66 










Corrected Total 


201 


3,079.85 













Table GIO 

Sununary of Results on CST for Post-Test ANCOVA 
for All Sites (CST 4} 



, . . . , . ^ : ^ , 

• ^ Sum of Mean F n^^u p 

Source df ^ ^ , Prob.F 

Squares Square Value 



Regression 4 1,107.49 276.87 7.54 0.0001 

Site 3 267.18 89.06 2.42 0.0657 

Pre-Post 1 840.32 840.32 22*88 0.0001 

Error 197 7,235.12 36.73 

Corrected Total 201 8,342.61 
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Table 


Gil 






SujTin\ary 


of 


Results on CST for Post- 


■Test ANCOVA 




* 


for All Sites 


(CST Total 


1) 




Source 


df 


Sum of 
Squares 


Mean 
Square 


F 

Value 


Prob.F 


Regression 


4 


38,754.92 


9,688.73 


46.16 


0.0001 




3 


3,621.77 


1,207.26 




U. uOiz 


Pre -Post 


1 


35,133.15 


35,133.15 


167. 39 


0.0001 


Error 


197 


41,349.06 


209. 89 






Corrected Total 


201 


80,103.98 












Table 


G12 






Summary 


of 


Results on CST for Post- 


■Test ANCOVA 






for All Sites 


(MTAI Raw) 






Source 
— ^ 


df 


Sura of 
Squares 


Mean 
Square 


F 

Val ue 


Prob.F 


Regression 


4 


4,168.41 


1,042.10 


0.74 


0.5676 


Site 


3 


2,850.89 


950.30 


0.68 


0.5715 


Pre-Post 


1 


1,317.52 


1,317.52 


0.94 


0.6641 


Error 


158 


222,096.44 


1,405.67 






Corrected Total 


162 


226,264.85 
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SuJtunary Data 
for 

Post-Training Questionnaire 

The following information is taken from the PTQ and is presented across 
sites. Due to the nature of the data (essentially non-quantitative) , analysis 
on a site-by-site basis was not realistic (in terms of interpretations of 
verbal responses as a function of frequency of elicitations per site). There 
were 110 trainees responding . to the PTQ, although all did not, respond to each 
and every item. Only most frequent responses are listed for each of the items 
of the PTQ. 

Item la. Which part of the training did you find most directly related 
to what you need to know as a home visitor? 

There were 124 responses tallied for this item. Table Ila 
presents frequencies per coiiponent (and module) for those 
receiving the most tallies. 

^ Table Ila 

Modu I e /Compone nt Frequency 

1. Introductory Exercises 1 

2. HOPE Process 43 

a. Planning Home Visits 27 

b. Appropriate and Inappropriate 7 
Behavior ^ ' 

c. Parents as Teachers 5 

3. Materials ^14 

4. Instruction 26 

a. Questioning 14 

b. Listening 9 

5. Working With Others 22 ' 

a. Respect 12 

6. Helping Cliildren Grow and 4 
De ve lop 

7. All Related 14 



Item lb. Which part of the training did you find least related to w'hat 
you need to know as a home visitor? 

There were 73 responses tallied for this item. Table lib 
presents data for item lb. 



68 



Table lib 

Area Frequency 

Role-Play\ng a Home Visitor 8 

Community Survey 8 

TV Programs 5 

Testing ^ ' 3 

Everything Important 36 



Item 2: Which part of the training/did you understand best? 

There were 92 responses tallied for this item. Table 12 presents 
data for Item 2. 



Table 12 



MoO u le/Component ^ Frequency 

1. Introductory Exercises 1 

2. HOPE Process 19 

a. Planning Home Visits 14 

3. Materials 10 

4. Instruction - 20 

a. Teaching and J>earning 8 

b. Listening 6 

c. Questioning .6 

5. Working With Others 16 

a. Respect 6 

b. Effective Communication 4 

c. Community Survey 3 

6. Helping Children Grow and 6 
Develop 

a. Qiild Growth and 5 
Development 

7. All Understood 12 



Item 3; Which part did you understand least? 

lliete were 50 rciiponses tallied for this item. Table 13 presents 
* data for Item 3* 
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Table 13 



Module/Component Frequency 

1. Introductory Exercises 4 

a. Testing ' 3 

2. HOPE Process 10 

a. Planning Home Visits 3 

b. What is HOPE? 2 

c. Preparation for First Visit 2 

d. Appropriate and Inappropriate 2 
Behavior 

3 . Materials 2 

4. Instruction 11 

a. Questioning 10 

5. Working With Others 10 

a. Respect 6 

6. Helping Children Grow and Develop 6 

a. Characteristics of Children * 4 

7. Understood Everything 13 



Item 4i Which part of the training do you believe you will be able to 
use soon? 

There were 106 responses tallied for this item. Table I4 presents 



data for Item 4. 

^ . 
Table l4 

M cdul e /Comp one n t Frequency 

1. Introductory Exercises \ 1 

2. HOPE process ^ 31 

a. Plannit^ig Home Visits 26 

3. Materials 17 

4. Instruction 11 

a. Questioning 6 

5- Working With Others 21 

a. Respect 9 

b. Community Survey 5 

c. Effective CoTTfnuni cation 4 

6. Helping Children Grow and Develop 1 

7. All Parts 25 
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Item Si Which part of the training do you feel will not be of any use in 
the near future? 

There were 80 responses tallied for this item. Table 15 presents 
data for Item 5. 



Table 15 

Module/Component Frequency 

1. Introductory Exercises 0 

2. HOPE Process . 4 

3. Materials 1 

4. Instruction 0 

5. Working With Others 10 

a. Community Survey 8 

6. Helping Children Grow and Develop 0 

7. The Part About the TV Program 4 

8. All Useful 60 



Item 6: Did you feel that the time taken for training was: (a) too long, 
{b) about right, (c) too short. 

There were 109 responses tallied for this item. Table 16 presents 
data for Item 6. 



Table 16 



Site 








California 


Hunts vi lie 


Kittanning* 


Warren 


Gallipolis 


Total 


roo liong 


6 


4 


0 


2 


2 


14 


About Right 


31 


21 


5 


8 


8 


73 


f oo Short 


14 


1 


2 


1 


0 


18 


Other 


0 


1 


1 


0 


2 


4 


rotal 


51 


27 


8 


11 


12 


109 



*A subgroup of the California group. 
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Item 7: What do you think you still need from training that we did not 
supply? 

There were 70 responses tallied for this item. There were 21 
responses indicating that all areas of training had been covered* 
Sik (6) responded that more time should be spend on planning 
methods • Twelve (12) responded that more contact with a real 
live home visitor including the problems associated with being 
a home visitor and making home visits should be included. Six 
(6) felt more time should be spend on child development. 



Item 8: What would you leaVe but that we included? Why? 

Th^re were 79 responses tallied for this item. Forty-eight 
(48) responses indicated that nothing should be left out of 
the training program. Ten (10) indicated that role playing 
activities should be reduced or eliminated because it was 
in many cases a waste of time* Four (4) indicated that the 
community survey should be eliminated because there was 
usually someone with responsibilities for this task* Three 
(3) indicated that some videotapes/f ilmstrips should be 
deleted while three (3) also indicated that tests and 
questionnaires should be eliminated. 

Item 9: Overall, how would you rate the quality of this training? 
(Circle -one* ) 

(a) poor, (b) okay, but needs much change, (c) good, needs 
sojre chemge , (d) excellent, needs no change 

All 110 trainees responded to this item. Table I7 presents 
data for I tern 9 . 



Table 17 





Site 




Kittanning* 


Gallipolis 


Warren 


Huntsville 


California 


Total 


Poor 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Okay 


0 


0 


0 y 


0 


0 


0 


Good 


4 


11 


8 


23 


34 


80 


Excellent 


3 


1 


4 


4 


15 


27 


No Response 


1 


0 


0 


0 




3 


Total 


8 ( 


12 


12 


27 


\ 

51 


110 



*A subgroup of the Cal/yfomia yroup 

ERJC U 
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General Comments! There were 23 general ccxnments. Thirteen (13) indicated 
that the training was great. Another 10 responses dealt with the pre-post 
test, pacing and length of training, and lack of integration of training 
sessions. 
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List of Available Publications 
on the HOPE Process 
by the 

Research and Evaluation Division 



Available Evaluation Reports 

School Year 1968-69 

1. Evaluation Report; Early Childhood Education Program^ 1969 Field Test ; 

Charleston, W. Va, ; Appalachia Educational Laiboratory, Inc., March, 

1970. ED* 041 626 

School Year 1969-70 

. ^ / 

2 . Evaluation Report; ^r\x\^ Childhood Education Program, 1969-70 Field Test . 

Charleston, W, Va, : Appalachia Educational/Laboratory, Inc., May, 

1971. (Authors: Charles Bertram, Deagelia Pena, ^'rainard Hines) 

3. Evaluation Report; Early Childhood Education Program, 1969-70 Field Test , 

SummAry Report . Charleston, W. Va. : Appalachia Educational Laboratory, 
Inc., May, 1971. ED 052 837 

4 . Demographic and Socio-Economic Data of the Beckley, West Virginia Area and 

1968-70 Development Costs of the Early Childhood Education Field Study . 
Technical Report No. 1. Charleston, W. Va.: Appalachia Educational 
Laboratory, Inc., February, 1971. ED 052 832 (Author: Charles Bertram) 

5. Ana lys is of Intelligence Scores. Technical Report No. 2, Charleston, Va. ; ^ 

Appalachia Educational Laboratory, Inc., February , 1971 . ED 052 838 
(Author: Brainard Hines) 

6. Attainment of Cognitive Objectives . Technical Report No. 3. Charleston, 

W. Va. ; Appalachia Educational Laboratory, Inc., February, 1971. 
ED 052 833 (Author; Brainard Hines) 

7. Detailed^'Analysis of Language Development cof Preschool Children In ECE Program . 

Technacal Report No, 4. Charleston, W. Va. : Appalachia Educational Labora- 
tory. Inc., February, 1971. £D 052 834 (Author: Brainard Hines) 

8. Analysis of' Visual Perception of Children in the Early Childhood Education 

Program (Results of the Marianne Frostig Developmental Test of Visual 
Perception) . Technical Report No ♦ 5. Charleston, W . Va. : Appalachia 
Educational Laboratory , Inc. , February , 1971. ED 052 839 (Author; 
Brainard Hines) 

9i Factor Analysis of the Early Childhood Education Tost Data . Technical Report 
No. 6, Charleston , W.Va.: Appalachia Educational Laboratory, Inc., 
February, 1971. ED 052 840 (Author: lX}agGlia Pena) 
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10. Social Skills Development in the Early Childhood Education^ Project . Technical 

Report No. 7. Charleston, W. Va. : Appalachia Educational Laboratory, Inc., 
February, 1971. ED 052 835 (Authors: Deagelia Pena and George Miller) 

11. Results o£ Parent and Student Reaction Questionnaire . Technical Report No. 8. 

Charleston, W. Va.: Appalachia Educational Laboratory ^ Inc. , January, 1971. 
ED 0 52 836 (Author: Brainard Hines) 

12. Analysis of Children's Reactions to AEL's Preschool Television Program . Tech- 

nical Report No. 9. Charleston, W. Va.: Appalachia Educational Laboratory, 
Inc., December, 1970. ED 052 841. (Author: George Milf^r) 

13. A Comparison of Parents ' Attitudes Toward AEL's "Around 'the Bend" and Other 

Children's Television Prograins . Technical Report No. 10, Charleston, W. Va. 
Appalachia Educational Laboratory, Inc., December, 1970. ED 052 842 
(Author: Charles Bertram) 

School Year 1970-71 



14. Summatiye Evaluation of the Appalachia Preschool Education Program . ^Charleston, 

W. Va.: Appalachia Educational Laboratory, Inc., December, 1971. ED 062 024 
(Authors: Charles Bertram, Brainard Hines , and Randolph MacDonald) 

15. Demographic and Socioeconomic Data of the Beckley^ West Virginia Area and 1968- 

1971 Development Costs of AEL's Preschool Education Field Study . Technical 
Report No. 11* Charleston, W. Va. : Appalachia Educational Laboratory, Inc., 
December, 1971. ED 052 832 (Authors: ' Charles Bertram and Randolph 
MacDonald) 

16. Analysis of Intelligence Scores . Technical Report No. 13. Charleston, W. Va. : 

Appalachia Educational Laboratory , Inc., December, 1971. ED 062 01^ 
(Author: Randolph MacDonald) 

17. Atta i nment of Cognitive Objectives . Techi ical Report No. 14. Charleston, 

W. Va. : Appalachia Educational Laboratory, Inc., December, 1971. 
ED 062 017 (Author: Brainard Hines) 

18 . De tailed Analysis of the Language Development of Children in AEL's Preschool 

Education Program . Technical Report No. 15* Charleston, W. Va." Appa- 
lachia Educational Laboratory, Inc., January , 1972 . ED 062 018 (Author: 
Brainard Hineg) ^ 

19 . Analysijg of Visual Perception of Children in the Appalachia! Preschool Education 

Program , Technical Report No." 16, Charleston, W. Va,: Appalachia Educa- 
tional Laboratory, Inc. , December, 1971. -ED 062 019 (Author: Brainard 
Hines) 



* The title was later changed to Suaunative Evaluation of the Home-Oriented Preschool 
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